JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. An important task in peace research has always been and will always be the exploration of the concept of peace. The approach taken to this in the present article is to see the concept of peace in the light of the social cosmology of various civilizations, roughly spanning the classical Occident-Orient spectrum. Methodologically, the terms explored are those that usually are translated, however superficially, into 'peace' in English -and that leads to the Hebrew shalom, the Arabic sala'am, the Roman pax, the Greek eirene, the Indian shanti and ahimsa, the Chinese ho p'ing and p'ing ho, the Japanese heiwa and chowa. Some of the basic differences between these concepts are explored and efforts are made to relate these differences to less ideational, more structural aspects of the peace policies of these civilizations. The general hypothesis is that as one moves eastward from the Occident the peace concepts -and with them, the peace policies -become more and more introvert, inner-directed, away from global architectonics and towards concepts of inner harmony. In conclusion it is pointed out how humankind has been shortshifted by these concepts, having too external concepts in the Occident and too internal concepts in the Orient -leading to the obvious need for a dialogue among civilizations as to concepts of peace with the goal of arriving at richer peace concepts. In this dialogue, needless to say, the civilizations not located on the Occident-Orient spectrum would also participate even if they are not included in this particular article.
Introduction
Whereas in earlier ages the greatest spirits of humankind were working on problems of peace, in our age there is certainly a dearth of comprehensive and penetrating analyses from the leaders of our times. It may be objected that this is because they have learnt from past mistakes, abstain from grandiose peace architectonics, and dedicate themselves to the less glamorous, more laborious work of elaborating the details of a viable peace. In that case they are less rather than more successful than their predecessors as judged by the evidence' -or they are simply equally irrelevant. But if the latter is correct there is not even the attenuating circumstance that some good passage of peace rhetoric is left behind for later generations to enjoy and dissect. For what will be left behind of speeches etc. from statesmen of today in the rich countries will be amateur economics rather than amateur peace research.
But earlier ages present us with gold mines of peace thinking, particularly when the horizon is extended outside the Occidental spectrum to include, at least, major parts of the Orient. One thesis that can be put forward immediately is the following: whereas in our age people seem by and large content to conceive of peace=absence of war, particularly of major wars, more particularly between major powers, and most particularly the absence of nuclear war between superpowers, the peace concepts of other periods and places were much richer in content. Together they constitute a range of visions, of goals for humankind out of which absence of violence is one; it is not always given priority, or even included. We may not agree particularly with such historical sentiments, given the increasing destructiveness of warfare. But the task is to learn from past thinking -they will not respond to our teaching anyhow -and in so doing a remarkable book, Studies in the Problems of Peace by Bouquet and Murty2 as well as an article by Takeshi Ishida3 will serve as very useful guides. is less significant insofar as it does not concern 'us') relations within the out-group. Thus, one would except Western peace concepts to deal with the world as a whole, one way or the other -either by planning 'peace' for us in the center as a state of affairs regulating internal relations at the same time as external relations based on defensive or even offensive activities are prepared, or by extending the peace concept to the whole world, universal peace, but in that case according to Western concepts, or even administered from the West, one way or the other. Obviously, these two can be combined in the idea of a justum bellum against the outgroup, the periphery, a war for peace, a final war, with a view to extend in-group, Western peace to the whole world, by westernizing the world one way or the other.
2.1
The Hebrew tradition. The word 'shl6m', often translated as 'peace' seems to stand for a relationship between Jahve and His chosen people of Israel, a contract that sooner or later will result in Justice and Prosperity for that people.6 One possible interpretation might be that it refers to peace with God, with Jahve/Jehovah, and not with other peoples. As this is a pact that cannot be extended to others, proselytizing becomes meaningless: what is meaningful is to raise all Jews to an understanding of this 'special relationship'. Jahve becomes a tribal god, not a universal god in the standard Western sense. Thus He becomes very exclusive, and His people very much a chosen people, capable of administering peace unto others by virtue of this special relationship: -He will decide the disputes of the nations, and settle many a people's case, till swords are beaten into ploughshares and spears into pruning-hooks, no nation draws the sword against another, and no longer shall men learn to fight. (Isaiah, Ch.) -A wonder of a counsellor, a divine hero, a father for all time, a peaceful prince! Great is his authority, endless is his peace, over David's throne and his dominion, to base it firm and stable, on justice and good order, from henceforth and foreverthanks to the jealous care of the Eternal! (Isaiah, Ch. 9) -He will strike down the ruthless with his verdicts, and slay the unjust with his sentences, Justice shall gird him up for action, He shall be belted with trustworthiness. The wolf shall couch then with the lamb, the leopard's lair shall be the kid's! the lion shall eat straw like any ox, wolf and lion shall graze side by side, herded by a little child --him shall the nations then consult, and his seat shall be famous.
(Isaiah, XI) -That all nations, races, and folk of every tongue, shoud serve him; his dominion is a lasting dominion, never to pass away, and his kingdom never shall be overthrown.
(Daniel, Ch. 7)
The massage seems clear: a Divine Ruler emerges from the Chosen People somehow embodying the pact with Jahve, and by virtue of this relation that 'peaceful prince' can decide the disputes of the nations'thanks to the jealous care of the Eternal', he shall be consulted, his seat shall be famous even to the point that everybody else shall serve him and his dominion will last forever. The structure seems to be somehting like this: There is reference to the prophets -like in the famous (verse 17): 'Don't misunderstand why I have come -it isn't to cancel the laws of Moses and the warnings of the prophets. No, I came to fulfil them, and to make them all come true.' But there is no special position for the Chosen People, not even for 'my followers' who are not promissed that they will be consulted and served and establish an ever-lasting dominion -in this life. Whatever rewards are for the afterlife (Mathew, 5:3-10). And then he goes on even contradicting Moses on eye-for-eye, tooth-for-tooth -'But I say: Don't resist violence! If you are slapped on one cheek, turn the other too' (5: 39).
What all this means in terms of peace practice is far from clear -had it been clear 'my followers' would have disagreed less among themselves throughout two millennia. What seems clear, however, is that peace is also here a derived relationship between people, derived from the relation each one should have to ' The pax romana, then, in the peak period of the Roman Empire (say, under the Antonines) was 'peace' in the sense of 'absence of violence', but certainly not in the sense of justice and prosperity for the periphery of the Empire -and the barbarians, at least the distant barbarians, were not included in the pax. As a concept it was compatible with the type of system that ultimately proved too exploitative, both of nature and of the internal and external proletariats. At the same time it was a system that facilitated centralized bureaucracy and trade and taxation, enriching a numerically small elite in the center.22 This is important, for these are among the connotations or correlates of pax as a system of law, a jus gentium that evidently served some much better than others. Nevertheless this is the dominant peace concept in the Western world, internal order and unity, often exploitative, with si vis pacem, para bellum (in fact also against internal revolts). 2.6. The Middle Ages. The interesting thing about this period, the Oriental time pocket in Occidental history,23 is that it did not produce peace plans. Of course, there was a conception: the pax oecumenica or pax ecclesiae of the Christian Commonwealth, outlined in Augustine's De Civitate Dei. As the successor system to the Roman Empire in the West was a large number of relatively small units, by and large with the same faith, this could work with the Church as a unifying factor, perhaps with normative rather than remunerative or punitive power. Wars were of smaller scale because the political units also were of a smaller scale. Although different from the Roman Empire and perhaps resting on a common faith more than on common law, the system was still at a higher level uni-centric. However, the basic reason why it worked was perhaps precisely that the units were small and not too concerned with what went on outside Many more could be mentioned. However, the political reality went in another direction, or, rather, practised the ingroup/outgroup idea not at the federation level but at the nation-state level. The idea of peace within the nation-state, and any kind of behavior without, becomes the dominant theme -in other words, the peace area contracts, leaving a mosaic of more or less homogeneous states in shifting alliances, but basically elevating the vice of amorality at the international level into a virtue. The ingroup/outgroup plans mentioned have at least a federal element in them because they are alliances: the tradition carried on by NATO and WTO in our days.
Thus, Machiavelli saw amorality in the behavior among the Italian city-state not only as a fact, but also as a norm -the question was how to do it as well as possible. One may ask: where is the peace concept in that, and the answer is all the time: within. Jean Bodin (1530-96), in De Republica, elaborates a theory of the unified states with central authority vested in the monarch, this is where the summa potestas is located, majestas. But it is for Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) to formulate a more explicit, although rather minimal, peace theory in Leviathan. There is a covenant between people and their sovereign whereby the sovereign protects them against each other since their natural tendency is to get at each other's throats, whereby life becomes 'nasty, brutish and short'. But there is a price to pay for this covenant and the effective rule by the sovereign: 'People thereafter have no right to rebellion, because the convenant obliges them to obey the sovereign power, whereas the sovereign is not bound by any contract.'26 Moreover, 'The relations among states are conceived by Hobbes as being analogous to those among men in the state of nature, i.e. war of all against all', the bellum omnium contra omnes.27
In the Peace of Westphalia (1648) this system is crystallized,28 'a deathblow to the lingering notion that all Christendom was a unity'. Since this is by and large the dominant system today, the major rationalizations, in this context, are the efforts to show that it is peace productive. Thus, to G.W. Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831) 'people afraid to tolerate sovereignty at home fall prey to subjugation from abroad'.29 Universal peace will never work, for each unit will dialectically create others as their enemies -a peace federation somewhere will create an antagonistic federation or state elsewhere. 'The state is an individual and individuality essentially implies negation.'a? By endowing the state with individuality, like an organism with personality, German cleverness in theory construction, essentialism and reification (not to mention deification, here of the military, the absolutist state) is made ample use of. Thus, there is a direct line Machiavelli-Hobbes-Hegel and Fichte -to which von Clausewitz (1780-1831) added romanticization of war, so did Rousseau (who 'did not decry war, but took it as the test of true spirit')3 -and, of course, Nietzsche (1844-1900) with his distinction between Herrenmoral and Herden-moral, and his contempt for Buddhism, Christianity and humility which 'is but a disguise for the will to power'.32
The logical culmination of this is, of course, nazism/fascism, for instance as formulated by the Italian theoretician of fascism Alfredo Rocco (Mussolini's minister of justice). He traced his ideas back to Greece, to 'the twin concepts of a regimented military state, and a sovereign state based on inequality and entitled to demand the sacrifice of individuals when necessary'.33 Like Aristotle he believed that men were fundamentally evil and need dictatorship by an elite at home; that democracy is impossible as seen in the Greek city-state (Plato!) and the Italian city-state (Machiavelli!), and that states in order to offer internal security and enough food to eat -the two great benefits for the people -have to be strong (and vice versa). So, here is the state divided into free men and slaves, essentially, offering the satisfaction of basic material needs (security and welfare) and internal order (the trains running on time) in return for giving the elites a free hand, within and without.
'Universalism with a Western Center'
We shall only mention some, and one should note the difference in the authors: this is where the great spirits enter, the philosophers also well known from other fields. It took that kind of person to think large, in universal terms -the others mentioned above were too tied to statesmen and politicians, too busy adjusting thinking to their power politics, one might surmise. Perhaps it also took the kind of invulnerability real greatness bestows on some people to think that large and yet get away with it -even to the point of getting into the annals of political thought:34 How would one place marxism in this picture? It is original in many ways, yet very Western. It combines the ingroup/outgroup principles with universalism with a Western center very well. Thus, it is Hegelian with the difference that for states are substituted classes; 'peace' in the Marxian sense to be obtained by maximum ingroup peaceworking class solidarity -which will provoke dialectically even more cohesiveness on the other side. But then there is the transcendence in a sense missing in Hegelian thinking: the contradiction will be overcome by the proletariat asserting itself over the bourgeoisie, possibly through armed struggle and a period of dictatorship, in one country after the other. Only in a world of socialist states can there be peace, (1) because there is no longer exploitation within the countries and (2) because the forces in capitalism that make for external war (securing raw materials and markets to make accumulated capital profitable) are no longer present. Marxism has been concerned with the infrastructure of peace, with the forces making for war, more than with the superstructure, the architectonics of peace -with very important contributions to the former, very little in terms of how socialist states should be organized so as to secure peace (beyond the idea of preventing them from sliding back to capitalism)". Peace concepts would emphasize justice in the sense of absence of exploitation, not in the sense of absence of violence.
The idea is universal, applying to all countries, and rooted in the West by assuming that all countries will go through the Stufengang (primitive, slave, serf, capitalist, socialist) of the West. To bring a non- 
Peace Concepts in the Orient
It is probably correct to say that the Orient is far more heterogeneous in cosmology than the Occident; yet some cross-cutting characteristics of the peace concepts produced in the Orient may at least be put forward as working hypotheses. Thus, it is not to be expected that Oriental concepts will be universal, applying to all of humankind. This is not because they did not know the rest of the world, nor because they did not careafter all the outside world was invading India, for instance, almost incessantly. Rather, it may be because what is outside their own kind, however that is defined, is seen as so profoundly different that they are not even included in the cosmologies as a periphery to be exploited. In other words, the civilizations in the Orient are here seen as conceiving of themselves as more selfcontained: when plans are made it is for themselves. Their concern is not global architectonics on their own premisses or not; their concern is to come to grips with themselves. Where the Occident -except for the Middle Ages -was extrovert and centrifugal, always feeling it had to strive for a 'global reach' in action or at least in theory and conceptually, the Orient is more introvert, more centripetal.38 This should also lead to another difference. The ultimate in extrovert peace planning is peace for the universe; the ultimate in introvert peace planning is the peace in one's own soul, intra-personal peace, harmony of mind. As the former should be overrepresented in the Occident the latter should be overrepresented in the Orient, relatively speaking. But since neither world can be defined as the horns of clearcut dilemmas there will be something of each in bothonly that the emphasis, the point of gravity may differ. The basic point is to establish some relation between the way peace is conceived of and the general cosmological orientation found in civilization on the one hand and the social interests of those who formulate the peace plans -or peace concepts in the Oriental case -on the other.
The Indian tradition. In the classical
Hindu caste system the warriors, the kshatriyas were second to the top, to the brahmins. This had at least three consequences: war was conducted by a caste, hence circumscribed by rules, not developing into the all-out warfare that professionalism may lead to. On the other hand, their high position testifies to the far from pacifist nature of Hindu society. And then, on the other hand again: not being quite on the top like the military feudal lords in Europe and the samurais in Japan opened for ways of domesticating belligerent inclinations, and also for thinking about peace different from peace as order and unity, as absence of war within and preparation for war without; so typical of the Western tradition. Thus, the Hindi word for 'peace', shanti, seems best to be understood as 'a well-ordered state of mind'."39
In the tradition of Jainism 'everything possesses a soul. Since the universe is an organic whole, governed by cosmic order, all the living beings in it are fellow members of one another. The universe is a sort of republic of souls, having no creator, and no master except the moral law that governs them'.40 'The supreme virtue, according to Jainism, is noninjury to all living beings (ahimsc).' The basic assumption is that 'we are members of a creator-less republic of souls',41 and -probably -that the relation between our bodies should reflect the relations that exists in that republic. Diagrammatically it may look something like this:
sou-s
World of , bodies
In the tradition of Buddhism a step forward is taken beyond ahimsd interpreted as (passive) abstention from injury to an interpretation in terms of compassion, good works, and reconciliation of ahimsd with justice. 'Thus, in Buddhism it ceases to become negative, and gains a positive value.'42 But then the metaphysics is different: 'we are one with all because there is no self',43 and 'to identify oneself with a particular body and think others as foreign is irrational in a world which is a continuance of interconnected events'. In the tradition of Gandhism this is carried still a step further. Gandhi, the Hindu, seems to come closer to the Buddhist than the Jainist interpretation of ahimsd, but adds to a positive interpretation a positive method, satyagraha.45 The oneness of all human beings, and indeed all life, is the basic premise: not only that to hurt one is to hurt us all, but also the positive aspect that whatever good one does is done to us all. Whereas in Christianity the souls seem to be detached from each other, only attached to God, so that whatever one does of good or bad is done to (registered in) God, in Jainism, Buddhism, and Gandhism the coupling is direct.
3.2 The Chinese tradition. Here -as opposed to Europe, India, and Japan -the military did not figure in the classical caste/ class systems; they seemed to have no social status at all.46 Most revered were the intellectuals, and then particularly the sages who in 'The period of hundred philosophers', from -500, were both prolific and dominant. There was the Buddhist trend with its collectivist emphasis, the Daoist trend, also metaphysical, and dialectic, and then the Confucian tradition, assuming 'an affirmative attitude to the secular world, unlike traditional Indian ethics, the aim of which was to escape from the world'.47 Just as for India, the concept of peace directed the attention inwards; it was unconcerned with the outside world and its relation to it, very much concerned with the inner state of mind and the inculcation of personal virtue in the individual, and with the political order, which as usual should include absence of violence. As an indication of how close these concepts came to each other in Chinese thinking, Ishida maintains that the same two characters were used, in the order ho p'ing to denote political order, and in the order p'ing ho to denote 'a well-ordered state of mind'. However, as if this were not close enough, either order of writing could also carry the other meaning.
3.3 The Japanese tradition. Ishida finds similarities with the Chinese, which is not strange given the use of Chinese characters, and the influence of Buddhism. On the other hand, the military samurai had a leading position in the hierarchy, and shintoism, very much revived after the transformation of Tokugawa feudalism into Meiji nationalism,48 was clearly nationalistic and provided the context within which the Emperor was seen as divine (he had to renounce this status in the famous broadcast during the US occupation). Thus, the Japanese concept heiwa (and its parallel, wahei) had the same double meaning as the Chinese counterparts. It implies an adaptation to a social order, both in social action and in state of mind, but that social order was more nationalist and more pyramidal than China. Hence, peace = heiwa = harmony (chowa is another term) may simply mean not to disturb the war effort! But this is the concept we also know from the Western tradition in general: peace within, in order better to deal with the outside. Of course, Japan is very small relative to the land masses that make up India and China; she has to relate to the outside, to gai-koku (outside-country, 'abroad') -by isolation (Tokugawa period) by imperialist aggression (from the Sino-Japanese war 1894-95 till the capitulation in 1945 -fifty years), by economic expansionism with 'peaceful' means (say, 1955 till?). Japan is one, very homogeneous, geographically welldefined,49 and after Meiji organized according to the twin maxims of verticality and collectivism -by and large. If Japan had had sufficiently similar neighbors, peace thinking in the sense of (con)federations within, various types of defensive or aggressive behavior without, might have ensued -and there would have been the Western succession of peace plans by federating a small part of the world. What would not have developed in Japanese thinking, however, would have been the universalism of Western thought. One thing is to relate to gai-koku, seeing it as a threat or as a resource or as both; quite another to try to think in terms of the world as a whole. More recently it may look as if Japan is catching up with the Western strategy of using universal organization for their purpose, but their contributions to these organizations seem to be limited to plans for their own elevation into higher positions."5 Thus, the thesis may be put forwardnot a very original one -that there is an intimate connection between peace thinking and the geo-political situation of the country/ region that produces it; not only between peace thinking and the general social cosmology. Since geo-politics is in the hands of the elites peace thinking will reflect their interests, but at the same time it has to be built on concepts that are intra-paradigmatic in that cosmology and couched in terms that are meaningful in more than a purely linguistic sense.
Conclusion: What Next?
We are painfully aware of the shortcomings of this review of peace concepts. In addition to all the flaws in what is covered comes the biggest flaw: the peace concepts outside these 'civilizations'. But let us nevertheless speculate on this basis. The world is dynamic, so are the peace concepts, there will be leads and lags, and one impressive finding is the extent to which Western thought has preceded, and to a large extent caused, Western efforts at peace building. It would be far-fetched to say that those who drew up the plans for the League of Nations and the United Nations were 'the prisoners of some intellectual long time dead', but there is something to it. To the extent that one feels those institutions on the average do more good than bad this may serve as an encouragement to those interested in peace studies, and constructive (as distinct from merely empirical or merely critical) peace studies at that.s5
So, let us try to extract some findings from this study.
4.1
The poverty of the present dominant peace concept. We take it that the peace concept that dominates contemporary theory and practice is the Roman pax, in the sense of pactum and absentia belli. This raises the question of whose interests this concept serves, and the answer is obvious: those who are interested in status quo internally, and in unimpeded communication and transportation externally. Pax domestically speaking becomes the medium in which exploitation can go on unabated; pax internationally the medium in which trade can go on unabated. Interestingly enough, pax is also the medium in which for instance warships may cruise in foreign waters unimpeded; when a war is on, that would invite all kinds of trouble. For the economically and militarily superior, pax, consequently, may permit more control than war; it pays not only economically, but also in terms of political control. This shows very clearly how narrow the concept is, and how much it is custom-tailored to the specific interests of specific groups.52 4.2 The richness of the range of peace concepts. Of course, there is the obvious methodological objection that the concepts examined are mainly tied together by the circumstance that at one time or another they tend to be translated into English as 'peace'; it may be objected that better translations would have narrowed the range. But this is not a good objection. First, it is always fruitful to examine concepts with some overlap in a connotation space even when the overlap is not perfect. And second, at a higher level all these concepts are probably relatively identical, for they stand for some of the highest goals of that traditionthey may not be autotelic, but they are at least close to it. And one may ask: given pax in all its narrowness, what happened to the justice and prosperity of shdl6m; to the self-giving and all-embracing love of agapd (even given that the early Christians believed the end of the world was so near that they could behave in ways normally thought impossible in human society); to the solidarity and compassion found in the Quran (but perhaps not built into their peace concept?); to the harmony of the homonoia and eirene; to the 'well-ordered state of mind' or 'peace of mind' of shanti, p'ing ho and heiwa; to the non-injury of the Jainist and the compassion of the Buddhist ahimsd, not to mention that wealth of insight uncovered and partly implemented in Gandhi's satyagraha? It is like a panorama of human concerns, human experience and dreams crystallized in thought and words; why should we limit ourselves to such a narrow range? The answer is, of course, that we do not: all of this may be on our goal horizon. However, given the Western tendency to segment human concerns this means that they are not considered together. If we do not have rich concepts towards the top of our hierarchies of goals the chances are that we all become the prisoners of impoverished politics dealing with one at the time, and be striving for a menu of dust rather than for the fountain of life.
4.3 Towards a richer peace concept. Imagine now that we accept pax as a carrier of the idea of security. Leaving aside the question (rather important) of the instruments, what would we like to add, at least as a minimum? A maximum peace concept into which one puts all nice things may not be very valuable either; the problem is to steer some kind of middle course. Thus, it may be argued that the all-embracing love of agapk and the combination of non-cooperation, civil disobedience, positive action and even protection of the antagonist so typical of Gandhi's satyagraha belong more to the means side of the means/ends dialectic, regardless of how much it may be protested that his distinction cuts something organic artificially and mechanistically in two. What about the many who would say that strong military forces are more than instruments, that they are peace if one should accept fully the argument of total means-ends integration? But the other concepts present no such problem: justice and prosperity, harmony in society, between human beings, and in the mind, inside human beings? The question is more how to intepret them, for instance in the Western language in which this article is written. Thus, they are couched in philosophical and religious terms; how does that survive a translation into the sociologese and psychologese in which inter-and intrapersonal states and processes are often discussed today? Does 'peace of mind' become 'mental wellbeing, mental health', and to what extent can that be said to be the same as identity? Is prosperity the same as economic well-being or welfare? Probably not; the latter has a connotation of satisfying basic material needs, the former (as found both in the shdldm and eirene concepts) of becoming ever richer, even at the expense of others (who are then defined as a-human). But we do not have to accept everything in whatever has once been translated as'peace', we can also react critically to it and say that this is our interpretation. And the same applies to justice: it could be seen as everybody's right to security, identity, welfare; which would place it closer to freedom, without stretching it too far. But this is nothing but indicative, the basic point is this: there is a treasure hidden in human peace thinking; it is for us to unearth it.
4.4 Towards a richer violence concept. A richer peace concept implies a richer violence concept, as one is the negation of the other. Thus, if 'peace of mind' is included in the peace concept, and this is interpreted as identity, as closeness to self and others, to society and nature, to something above oneself (to make it richer than mental health concepts built around the idea of a person free from symptoms of mental disease), then everything reducing or impeding indentity becomes violence. Since much of this is structural rather than the result of concrete acts of concrete actors, there is already a double extension of the violence concept: across the border-line between direct and structural violence, and across the borderline between material/somatic and nonmaterial/mental damage. Correspondingly, if social harmony is peace, disturbance of that harmony is violence -and that raises the question of what one means by harmony. Contrasting Western and Japanese concepts it may be pointed out that the former in the present modern period, after the Renaissance and the Reformation, tends to see harmony in balance, in equality between two or more; whereas Japanese concepts of harmony (more like the Western concepts during the Roman Empire and the Middle Ages) are more uni-centric and vertical." Clearly a cultural difference with profound implications where concepts of peace and violence are concerned! And the same applies to 'prosperity': if it is interpreted as 'getting ever richer even at expense of others', then any effort to upset that type of exploitation is violence. But if it is interpreted as meeting basic needs, then any effort to prevent that from happening becomes violence -again a rather meaningful difference. The upshot of this is that any analysis of peace should be subjected to a corresponding analysis of violence, thus revealing more facets of the concepts, permitting us to make more conscious choices. 4.5 Towards world politics of a richer peace concept. It may be asserted that the pax concept is more than a Western concept serving vested interests; it also represents a sort of least common denominator of a wide range of peace concepts, the minimum around which a consensus may be built even in a world that is decreasingly eurocentric. However sincerely believed in, this is blatantly wrong. An essentially inter-state concept, centered on inter-state peace and intrastate non-intervention, will tend to reproduce the Western state structure all over the world, as is indeed happening. And it can be argued that in order to achieve some of the other aspects of a composite peace concept, quite different peace structures are needed. In another context we have referred to these contrasting structures as alpha and beta structures respectively,54 and they come with associated peace structures. For the largescale vertical and centralizing alpha structure the pax concept fits both as a goal and in the sense that alpha can produce what is commonly held to be instruments for achieving that goal: a strong state backed up with strong police/military. For the small scale, more horizontal beta the ahimsi and shanti/ p'ing ho/heiwa will fit both as a goal and in the sense that beta produces the (mostly intangible) means for the realization of those goals. 'Since every place has not been supplied with all the necessities of life, and since all mankind is one, whatever is produced anywhere is destined for all.'ss This might be taken as an invitation to large-scale capitalism, as practised by the modern transnational corporation. But it can also be taken as an argument in favor of the res communis approach, that there are things that are basic necessities for us humans, and hence should belong to all, that means to nobody in particular, not even to the state or the people on whose territory it is located.
Gandhi put it this way
What this all points to is neither a world of nation states, trying to regulate their basically amoral behavior; nor a world of small communities like sarvodaya villages or People's Communes, nor a world state with a center administering everything transformed by the res communis approach to the benefit of all. To go in for any one of these formulas would imply a bias in favor of the three major approaches to peace discussed in sections 2 and 3 above: the Western/ Japanese ingroup/outgroup approach, the Indian/Chinese more inward-oriented approach, and the Western universalist approach, respectively. But maybe a combination of the three would be meaningful in a world that increasingly will have to, and also should be capable of, drawing on insights of much more than one civilization?59
For this to happen a very fluid, very flexible approach to peace will have to be taken;60 no rigid uni-dimensional architectonics based on the predilection for one single type of building unit; nor the imposi-tion of one civilization over the other, trying 
